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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 2008-196-E

IN THE MATTER OF: )
)

Combined Application of South Carolina )

Electric & Gas Company for Certificate )

of Environmental Compatibility and Public )

Convenience and Necessity and for a )

Base Load Review Order for the )

Construction and Operation of a Nuclear )
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MEMORANDUM OF TI_Z'=_ ¢,_ '......
SOUTH CAROLINA ENERGY _ ":

USERS COMMITTEE

The South Carolina Energy Users Committee, an Intervenor in the above docket

(hereafter "SCEUC"), herewith submits its memorandum in connection with the

Application of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company for a Base Load Review Order

for the Construction and Operation of a Nuclear Facility at Jenkinsville, South Carolina.

Introduction

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company ("SCE&G" or "Applicant") has filed an

Application with the South Carolina Public Service Commission ("Commission")

requesting inter alia that the Commission issue a Certificate of Environmental

Compatibility and Public Convenience and Necessity and a Base Load Review Order

authorizing SCE&G to construct and operate two (2) nuclear generating plants.

The South Carolina Base Load Review Act, provides for the recovery of

prudently incurred costs associated with new base load nuclear plants constructed by

investor-owned electrical utilities. A base load review order means, "an order issued by

the commission pursuant to Section 58-33-270 establishing that if a plant is constructed



in accordancewith anapprovedconstructionschedule,approvedcapitalcostsestimates,

andapprovedprojectionsof in-serviceexpenses,asdefinedherein,theplantis

consideredto beusedandusefulfor utility purposessuchthatits capitalcostsareprudent

utility costsandareproperlyincludedin rates." Section58-33-220(4).TheBaseLoad

ReviewAct furtherprovidesthatabaseloadrevieworderconstitutesafinal

determinationthat aplantis usedandusefulfor utility purposesandthatits capitalcosts

areprudentutility costsandareproperly includedin rates. Solongastheplantis

constructedin accordancewith theapprovedschedules,estimates,andprojectionsset

forth by theAct, asadjustedby inflation indicessetforth in theAct, theutility mustbe

allowedto recoverits capitalcostsrelatedto theplantthroughrevisedratefilings or

generalrateproceedings.Section58-33-275(A)and(C).

TheBaseLoadReviewAct requiresthatthecommissionbaseloadrevieworder

includethefollowing determinationsrelevantto theexpositionherewith.

§ 58-33-270.

(A) After thehearing,thecommissionshall issueabaseloadrevieworder
approvingraterecoveryfor plant capitalcostsif it determines:

(1) thattheutility's decisionto proceedwith constructionof theplantis
prudentandreasonableconsideringtheinformationavailableto the
utility at thetime;

(2) for plantslocatedin this State,thattheutility hassatisfiedthe
requirementsof Section58-33-160of theUtility Facility Siting and
EnvironmentalProtectionAct, eitherin apastproceedingor in the
currentproceedingif thecurrentproceedingis acombinedproceeding;
and

(B) Thebaseloadreviewordershallestablish:

(1) the anticipatedconstructionschedulefor theplantincluding
contingencies;
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(2) theanticipatedcomponentsof capitalcostsandthe anticipated
schedulefor incurringthem,includingspecifiedcontingencies;

***

(6) the inflation indicesusedbytheutility for costsof plantconstruction,
coveringmajor costcomponentsor groupsof relatedcostcomponents.
Eachutility shallprovide its own indices,including:thesourceof the
datafor eachindex,if thesourceis extemalto thecompany,or the
methodologyfor eachindexwhich is compiledfrom internalutility
data,themethodof computationof inflation from eachindex,a
calculatedoverallweightedindexfor capitalcosts,anda five-year
historyof eachindexonanannualbasis.

TheApplicant seeksrelief notaffordedit underthe BaseLoadReviewAct.

Moreover,theApplicanthasfailed to meetits burdenof proof in certainrespects.For the

reasonssetout, SCEUCobjectsto certainaspectsof therelief requestedby theApplicant.

This memorandumwill addressSCEUC'sobjectionsto theApplication in the orderset

out in the languagequotedfrom Section58-33-270immediatelyabove.

1. Applicant's Decision to Proceed with Construction

The Base Load Review Act provides that this Commission must issue an order

approving rate recovery for plant capital costs if it determines:

that the utility's decision to proceed with construction of

the plant is prudent and reasonable considering the

information available to the utility at the time;

Section 58-33-270(A)(1).

SCEUC has raised no objection to the Applicant's decision to proceed with the

construction of the nuclear plants in question.

2. Utility Facility Siting and Environmental Protection Act

The Commission shall issue a base load review order approving rate recovery for

capital costs if it determines,



(2) for plantslocatedin this State,thattheutility has
satisfiedtherequirementsof Section58-33-160of the
Utility Facility Siting andEnvironmentalProtectionAct
eitherin apastproceedingor in thecurrentproceedingif
thecurrentproceedingis acombinedproceeding;

SouthCarolinaEnergyUsersCommitteehasraisednoobjectionto the

Applicant'sproof with respectto therequirementsof theUtility Facility Siting and

EnvironmentalProtectionAct.

However,SCE&G's Applicationfails to satisfycertainrequirementsof theBase

LoadReviewAct with respectto its constructionschedulecontingencies,certain

componentsof its proposedcapitalcosts,andits schedulefor incurringthem.

3. Construction Schedule and Contingencies

The Applicant has proposed a construction schedule that provides for substantial

completion of the first unit in the first quarter of 2016; substantial completion for the

second unit is anticipated in the first quarter of 2019. However, SCE&G requests that the

Commission establish a 30 month schedule contingency applicable to all milestones

reflected in its Exhibit E to the Application (Application, Paragraphs 8 and 9). The

Applicant has provided no justification in this record for a 30 month contingency.

First, a brief discussion of the milestones set out in Exhibit E to the Application is

in order. Exhibit E to the Application states on its face that the project milestones are

based on a generic schedule which did not include project and site-specific requirements.

Witness Byrne testified that the contractor, Stone & Webster, Inc. ("Stone & Webster")

was to have updated the project milestones as of September 30, 2008, and that the

Applicant would provide an updated site-specific construction milestones for this project

(Byme prefiled testimony at page 38, lines 9-12).



Although, theApplicant concedesthattheprojectmilestoneswouldchangeasaresultof

thesite-specificrequirements,it hasfailedto providethis Commissionwith a site-

specificmilestoneschedule.

Becausethereis noevidenceof recordmodifying theconstructionmilestones,

SCEUCwouldsubmitthattheCommissionis forcedto adoptthegenericmilestonesset

out in Exhibit E in theApplication.

TheApplicantassuresthe Commissionthatwith a30monthschedule

contingency,theApplicantwill beableto meetthegenericmilestonessetout in Exhibit

E and asksthe Commissionto adopttheadmittedlyflawedprojectmilestonessetout in

Exhibit E astheconstructionscheduleandschedulefor paymentof capitalcosts.

However,theApplicanthasprovidedno reasonor justification for a30month

contingencyapplicableto all milestones(Addisontestimonyatpage1187,lines8-12;

page1188,lines4-7).

While thereexistsevidenceof recordthata 30monthconstructioncontingencyis

justified to accommodatedelaysin obtainingFederalregulatoryapprovals,theApplicant

requestsa 30monthconstructioncontingencyapplicableto all milestones.A 30month

contingencycouldprolongcompletionuntil mid 2021. No Applicantwitnessoffereda

reasonfor acontingencyof suchlength. Indeed,witnessBymetestifiedthatonceall

licensesareissued,no substantialdelaysareanticipated.Moreover,a delayin meetinga

milestoneauthorizedby a 30monthcontingencycoulddelaya subsequentmilestone

prolongingcompletionby another30months. In reality,the 30monthcontingency

requestedisno contingencyat all.



A witnessfor theOffice of RegulatoryStaff ("ORS") testifiedthat a 15month

contingencyperiodmight bejustified, but eventheORSwitnessconcededthata shorter

periodthan 15monthsmaybeequallyjustified. Onthisrecord,theApplicant fails to

justify anycontingency.

Accordingly, theCommissionis forcedto adopttheconstructionandpayment

schedulesetout in Exhibit E to SCE&G'sApplicationandshouldtheCommissiongrant

theApplicanta constructionschedulecontingency,thatthecontingencyperiodnot

exceed15months.

4. Payment Schedule Including Specified Contingencies

Under the Base Load Review Act, the base load review order shall establish:

...the anticipated components of capital costs and the

anticipated schedule for incurring them, including specified

contingencies; Section 58-33-270(B)(2)

The statute provides that the Applicant is entitled to establish specified contingencies for

its anticipated payment schedule.

As stated above, the Applicant sets out its anticipated schedule for incurring its

capital costs or payment schedule in Exhibit E to the Application. The Applicant

requests that the Commission grant it a 30 month contingency extension of time to meet

these capital cost payment milestones. The Applicant also requests that the Commission

establish a capital cost contingency payment schedule permitting it to make capital cost

payments up to 24 months ahead of schedule (Application, Paragraph 15).

In addition, SCE&G requests that the Commission approve certain amounts it

identifies as "cost contingencies" (Application, Paragraph 14). The Applicant requests

the Commission to approve the total amount of cost contingencies and permit it to use the



total amountoverthe life of theprojectto ensurecompliancewith its approvedpayment

schedules.

As arguedabove,permittingtheApplicanta30monthcontingencyperiodto

makeits paymentsin compliancewith theBaseLoadReviewAct isnot justified by the

record. A 30monthconstructionorpaymentcontingencyextendsthelife of theproject

well beyondthefirst quarterof 2019. Moreover,to theextentthattheApplicant is

granteda30monthcontingencyto meetonemilestone,it would of necessitypermitthe

Applicant anopportunityto extendsomesubsequentmilestoneby another30months.

The30monthpaymentcontingencyherebecomesmeaningless.

SCEUCseesnoharmto permittingtheApplicantto acceleratepaymentsby 24

monthsif accomplishedassetout in paragraph15of its Application.

As discussedsubsequently,theApplicant requestsapprovalof approximately

$570,903,000in "cost contingencies"andfor costsadjustedfor inflation. Thesecost

contingenciesarenotauthorizedundertheAct. PleaseseeArgument 6 "Contingency

Costs"atPage10. Moreover,permittingtheApplicantto applyanylawfully authorized

amountsrelatedto inflation not incurredin a givenyearoverthe life of theprojectin

essenceprovidestheApplicanta 12yearcontingencyperiod. If Applicant's contingency

scheduleis approved,theApplicantwouldbepermittedto takecertainfundsauthorized

but not incurredin theyear2009andapplythesefundsin theyear2019, well beyondthe

30monthsrequested.

Thestatuteprovidesthat theApplicantis entitledto establishspecified

contingenciesfor its anticipatedpaymentschedule.Section58-33-270(B)(2).However,

for reasonssetoutabove,theApplicanthasfailed to establishanybasisfor a 30month
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contingencyperiod for meetingits capitalcostspaymentmilestones.With theexception

of the24monthaccelerationcontingencyperiod,theApplicant shouldbegrantedno

contingencyperiod.

5. Inflation Indices

Under the Base Load Review Act, this Commission's order must establish:

(6) the inflation indices used by the utility for costs of plant construction,

covering major cost components or groups of related cost components.

Each utility shall provide its own indices, including: the source of the data

for each index, if the source is external to the company, or the

methodology for each index which is compiled from internal utility data,

the method of computation of inflation from each index, a calculated

overall weighted index for capital costs, and a five-year history of each

index on an annual basis. Section 58-33-270(B)(6).

The Applicant requests that the Commission include in its base load review order

capital costs including its total project costs measured in 2007 dollars, additional

anticipated costs resulting from inflation as calculated by authorized inflation indices,

certain additional costs associated with risk assumptions and certain additional costs

increased by the contact. The Applicant asks too much of the Commission.

The Commission is a creature of statute and as such is possessed of only those

powers which are specifically delineated by the General Assembly. South Carolina

Electric and Gas Company vs. Public Service Commission, 275 SC 487, 272 SE 2d

793(1980). Under the Base Load Review Act, the utility is entitled to establish its

components of capital costs including any amounts established by "the inflation indices

used by the utility for costs of plant construction." Section 58-33-270(B)(6). Any other

costs are outside the scope of the base load review order and may not be recovered under

revised rates provided for by the Base Load Review Act.
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TheBaseLoadReviewAct recognizesthatthecapitalcostsof anuclear

generatingplant will increaseovertheconstructionperiodby virtueof inflation. Solong

astheplant is constructedin accordancewith approvedschedules,estimatesand

projectionsasadjustedby inflation, theApplicantmayrecoverits capitalcostsrelatedto

theplantthroughrevisedrates. Section58-33-2751.TheApplicanthastheburdenof

establishingits own inflation indices. TheApplicantmustdemonstratethemethodology

of computingor calculatingtheinflation, whetherthe indexis externalor internal,a

calculatedoverallweightedindexfor capitalcostsandafive yearhistoryof eachindex

onanannualbasis.Here,theApplicantproposesto adjustthecostof certainof its major

costcomponentsusingtheHandyWhitmanIndex. TheHandyWhitmanIndiceswill be

employedto adjustthefollowing components:Firm with IndexedAdjustment,Actual

Craft Wages,Non-laborCosts,Time & Materials,andTransmissionCosts. (Pleasesee

Exhibit I to Application). TheApplicantproposesto adjustOwnersCostsTarget

Estimatesusingthegrossdomesticproductchainedpriceindexhistoricalaverage.

Explanationsof the HandyWhitmanandGDPindicesarefoundonpage3 of 3 of Exhibit

I to theApplication. No partydisputedtheapplicabilityof theHandyWhitmanor GDP

indicesto properly inflate thecapitalcosts. Indeed,oneis forcedto concludethat the

HandyWhitmanandGDPindiceswerethekind of inflation indicesenvisionedby the

GeneralAssemblyin enactingtheBaseLoadReviewAct.

However,theApplicant seeksto increaseits capitalcostsbeyondits actualcosts

adjustedby authorizedinflationary indicesbyproposingto increasethecostof all

componentsof capitalcostsby certaincontingencycostsandotheradjustments.The



Applicant's requestexceedstheauthoritygrantedtheCommissionby theBaseLoad

ReviewAct.

6. Contingency Costs

The Applicant requests that the Commission recognize $392,004,000 in

contingency costs associated with plant costs. Please see Exhibit F, Chart A to

Application at line designated "Contingency (2007 $)". The Applicant asks the

Commission to recognize an additional $46,289,000 in contingency costs associated with

transmission projects. Please see Exhibit F, Chart A to Application at line designated

"Contingency" found under the "Transmission Projects" category. These amounts are

not authorized by the Base Load Review Act. (Figures made public by Commission.)

These contingency costs are calculated, according to the Applicant, by reference

to certain risk assumptions found on Application Exhibit I, Chart A. Each plant cost

category and each owner's cost category set out on Exhibit I, Chart A is assigned a risk

assumption ranging from a low of 5 percent to a high of 20 percent. Using the risk

assumptions, the Applicant increased its plant and transmission costs by the contingency

percentage. There is no explanation or justification of the method in which these risk

assumptions were calculated in this record as required by Section 58-33-270(B)(6). By

way of example, certain plant components are identified as "fixed with no adjustment."

The Applicant proposes to increase the actual cost of these components by 5 percent

(Exhibit I, Chart A). However, the risk assumptions are not authorized inflation indices

under the Base Load Review Act.

In addition, the Applicant proposes to increase these unauthorized contingency

costs, which are calculated in 2007 dollars, to allow for some measure of inflation. The

10



Applicantproposesto inflatethesecontingencycostsby anadditional$132,610,000asa

componentof capitalcosts.PleaseseeExhibit F, ChartA to theApplication at line

designated"ContingencyEscalation"- figuremadepublicby Commission.These

inflatedcontingencycostsarenot authorizedbytheBaseLoadReviewAct. Together

theunauthorizedcontingencycostsandcontingencyescalationtotal $570,903,000.

Pleaseseethetablebelowexerptingcertainpublicportionsof Exhibit F,ChartA

to theApplication as a reference for this discussion.
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Exhibit F, Chart A

ANTICIPATED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

Combined application of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company for a
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and Public Convenience and

Necessity and for a Base Load Review Order

(Thousands of $)

V.C. Summer Units 2 and 3 - Summary of SCE&G Capital Cost Components

Plant Cost Cate ories

Fixed with Adjustment
Firm with Fixed Adjustment A

Firm with Fixed Adjustment B

Firm with Indexed Adjustment

Actual Cratt Wages

Non-labor Costs

Time & Materials

Owners Costs

Total

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Total Unescalated Project Costs

Project Cost Escalation

Contingency (2007 $)

Contingency Escalation

Confidential

1,098,590

392,004

132,610

Total Net Cash Flow 5,411,067

Transmission Pro'ects
Total Unescalated Project Costs Confidential

Contingency 46,289
Escalation 283 140

Total Net Cash Flow 638,020

Total Project Cash Flow 6,049,087

Cumulative Project Cash Flow

AFUDC (Capitalized Interest)

Gross Construction

264 289

6,313,376

Construction Work in Process

There is absolutely no explanation or justification of the methodology employed

to calculate the risk assumptions and resulting contingency costs requested in the

application. Nor does this record offer a basis upon which this Commission can analyze

validity of the risk assumptions and resulting contingency costs.

The statute permits the Applicant to adjust its capital costs for inflation.

However, the statute specifically sets out the proof required of the Applicant to adjust
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capitalcostsfor inflation by authorizedinflation indicesestablishedin this record. The

Applicant has failed to justify these contingency costs under the Base Load Review Act,

and therefore, these contingency costs and contingency escalation costs totaling

$570,903,000 should be disallowed by the Commission and not included as authorized

capital costs in the base load order.

However, eliminating these contingency costs and contingency escalation costs

alone is not sufficient to fully eliminate the unauthorized contingency costs from the

application. Applicant witness Best testified that the contingency costs and contingency

escalation costs were added to the total unescalated project costs (or actual costs) before

those figures were adjusted for inflation by the authorized Handy Whitman and GDP

indices (Best testimony page 1727, line 21 - page 1728, line 9). Thus the unauthorized

contingency costs and contingency escalation costs totaling $570,903,000 have been

inflated by the authorized inflation indices. Therefore, the "Project Cost Escalation"

amount of $1,098,590,000 found on Exhibit F Chart A to the application includes inflated

contingency costs. In calculating the total authorized project cost escalation, or

authorized inflation costs, the Commission must eliminate any amounts representing

inflation of unauthorized contingency costs and contingency escalation costs. In so

doing, the Commission will determine those inflation costs authorized by the Base Load

Review Act.

7. Adjustments A and B

The cost of two categories of capital cost components are also increased by fixed

adjustments. The cost of plant components characterized as Firm with Fixed Adjustment

A and Firm with Fixed Adjustment B is based upon actual cost of the components which
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is then increased by a confidential percentage (Adjustment A and B). The Applicant

asserts that it is likely that these component costs will increase over the life of the

contract. Therefore, the Applicant and Stone & Webster have negotiated fixed

percentages by which the costs of these components will be increased until the

components are installed and paid for. Although the fixed adjustments are provided for

by contract, the Applicant offers no methodology justifying the adjustment. The

Applicant fails to tie the cost increase to an inflation index and offers no other

justification as permitted under Section 58-33-270(B)(6); therefore, the cost increase

proposed by Adjustments A and B are not authorized by statute. The Base Load Review

Act does not require the Commission to approve the contract costs, but rather to approve

the capital costs authorized by statute. Therefore, the Commission must eliminate any

such increase calculated by the confidential percentage from the actual cost of the plant

components. Only the actual cost of the plant components characterized as Fixed with

Firm Adjustment A and Fixed with Firm Adjustment B may be included in the base load

review order as capital costs. Because the Applicant does not propose to inflate the cost

of these components by the Handy Whitman Inflation Index or by some other inflation

index authorized by statute and established in this record, the actual costs of these plant

components may not be adjusted for inflation by the Applicant.

The Commission's order shall establish the anticipated components of capital

costs as adjusted by inflation indices supported by statute and the record. The

contingency costs, the contingency escalation and the percentage adjustments requested

are neither actual costs nor costs adjusted for inflation in accordance with the Base Load
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ReviewAct. Consequently,the contingency costs and Adjustments A and B should not

be included as capital costs in the base load review order.

8. Allocation and Audit

The Applicant requested revised rates resulting in additional revenue of

$8,986,000. After reductions recommended by SCEUC and ORS, the revenue generated

by revised rates, if granted, would be reduced by $1,183,509 or a reduction of 13 percent

from the revenue requested in the Application.

The ORS, after auditing the actual construction work in progress, found that the

additional revenue thereby justified was $8,271,484.

In addition, the Applicant failed to allocate any portion of the proposed plant costs

or revenue requirement to its wholesale customers. Please see direct testimony of

SCEUC witness Kevin W. O'Donnell and ORS witness A. Randy Watts. As a result, the

Applicant has overstated the revenue requirement to its retail customers and its requested

revised rates are excessive. By properly allocating proposed plant costs and revenue

requirements to SCE&G's wholesale customers, the revenue increase requested would be

reduced to $7,802,491.

The proper allocation between customer classes and the ORS audit

recommendation result in a retail revenue requirement of $7,802,491 or an amount 13.2

percent less than SCE&G requested in its Application. The Applicant concedes both

points (Jackson rebuttal testimony at page 2, line 17 through page 3, line 8).

9. Total Plant Costs

After persistent questioning by Friends of the Earth, the Applicant's witness

Addison testified that if the authorized cost of construction of the nuclear plants exceeded
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$4,799,036,000,theApplicantwouldbe forcedto petitiontheCommissionfor anorder

modifying anybaseloadrevieworderissuedin thisdocketrequestingto recoverany

additionalprudentcapitalcostsaspermittedbytheBaseLoadReviewAct (Pleasesee

HearingExhibit number37). ThewitnessAddisonwasrespondingto aline of

questioningfrom Friendsof theEarthseekingto establishtheApplicant's uppermostcost

of constructionof bothnuclearplants. TheApplicant'switnessarrivedat the$4.8billion

figure by subtractingfrom grossconstruction,projectcostescalation,contingency

escalation,andtransmissionescalation.TheApplicant's witnessdid not go far enough.

Theceiling figure of $4.8billion alsoincludestheunauthorizedproposedcontingency

costsof $392,004,000andtransmissioncontingencycostsof $46,289,000.By

eliminatingtheseunauthorizedcontingencyfiguresfrom thecapitalcosts,theceiling is

therebyreducedto $4,360,743,000.In addition,theunauthorizedcontingencycostsand

contingencyescalationcosts,asstatedabove,havebeeninflatedby theApplicant's

authorizedinflation indicesandareembeddedin theauthorizedinflation figures.These

costsmustbe likewiseremovedfrom theauthorizedinflation costs.Assuming

conservativelytheactualcostof eachcapitalcomponentwasincreasedby only 5 percent

by Applicant's risk assumptions,anadditional$55million of unauthorized revenue to be

eliminated from the allowable cost of capital. Of course, the cost of the capital

components were all increased by different risk assumptions and all such unauthorized

costs must be eliminated from the Application, resulting in a figure much greater than

$55 million.
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Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, the South Carolina Energy Users Committee would

request that the Commission issue any base load review order consistent with the

provisions of the Base Load Review Act and if granted by the Commission, authorize

only those schedules, estimates, and projections adjusted by the authorized inflation

indices established in this record.

Respectfully submitted this the 30th day of January, 2009.

Scott Elliott, Esquire
Elliott & Elliott, P.A.

721 Olive Street

Columbia, SC 29205

803-771-0555

803-771-8010

selliott@elliottlaw.us

Columbia, SC

Attorney for South Carolina Energy
Users Committee

17



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned employee of Elliott & Elliott, P.A. does hereby certify that (s)he

has served below listed parties with a copy of the pleading(s) indicated below by mailir_
a copy of same to them in the United States mail, by regular mail, with sufficient'_stag_ _"_

t__ i _t

affixed thereto and return address clearly marked on the date indicated below: _:, !:_ _ ,.--.)

" C;_ _*-_

d Appli &j /RE: Combine cation of South Carolina Electric Gas _ .:.
• . --: I _'_ "."2_ "_

Company for a Certificate of Environmental Comp_ty -- r_

and Public Convenience and Necessity and for a oa \...
Review Order for the Construction and Operation of _n

Nuclear Facility at Jenkinsville, South Carolina
Docket No. 2008-196-E

PARTIES SERVED:

Belton T. Zeigler, Esquire

Pope Zeigler, LLC

P. O. Box 11509

Columbia, SC 29211

Shannon Bowyer Hudson, Esquire

Office of Regulatory Staff

1441 Main Street, Suite 300

Columbia, SC 29201

Damon E. Xenopoulos, Esquire
Brickfield Burchette Ritts &

Stone, PC

1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW

8 th Floor, West Tower

Washington, DC 20007

Maxine Warshauer

3526 Boundbrook Lane

Columbia, SC 29206

Lawrence P. Newton

57 Grove Hall Lane

Columbia, SC, 29212

Pamela Greenlaw

1001 Wotan Road

Columbia, SC, 29229

Ruth Thomas

1339 Sinkler Road

Columbia, SC, 29206

John V. Walsh, Deputy State Highway

Engineer

SC Department of Transportation

Nanette S. Edwards, Esquire

Office of Regulatory Staff

1441 Main Street, Suite 300

Columbia, SC 29201

K. Chad Burgess, Esquire

Willoughby & Hoefer, P.A.

1426 Main Street,
Mail Code 130

Columbia, SC 29201

E. Wade Mullins, III, Esquire
Bruner Powell Robbins Wall &

Mullins, LLC

P. O. Box 61110

Columbia, SC 29260

Joseph Wojcicki
820 East Steele Road

West Columbia, SC, 29170

Mildred A. McKinley

2021 Carroll Drive

West Columbia, SC, 29169

Robert Guild, Esquire
Friends of the Earth

314 Pall Mall

Columbia, SC, 29201

David L. Logsdon

SC Department of Commerce

1201 Main Street, Suite 1600

Columbia, SC, 29201

Roger Stroup, Director

SC Department of Archives and History
8301 Parklane Road



PostOffice Box 191 Columbia,SC,29221
Columbia,SC,29202
David Owen
SCForestryCommission
PostOfficeBox 21707
Columbia,SC,29221

JohnFrampton,Director
SCDepartmentof Natural Resources

1000 Assembly Street

Columbia, SC, 29201

Honorable Gregrey Ginyard, Mayor

Town of Jenkinsville

366 Lakeview Drive

Jenkinsville, SC, 29065

Carlisle Roberts, Esquire

SC Department of Health and Environmental

Control

Legal Department
2600 Bull Street

Columbia, SC, 29201

Chad Prosser, Director

SC Department of Parks, Recreation and

Tourism

1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, SC, 29201

Mitchell Willoughby, Esquire

Willoughby & Hoefer, P.A.
Post Office Box 8416

Columbia, SC, 29202

PLEADING: MEMORANDUM OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA

ENERGY USERS COMMITTEE

January 30, 2009

Jacki'_vingston, Paralegal


